My discussion in general will be light on theory, or at least on explicit reference to and quotation from modern theoretical and methodological works. Part of my aim in this is to avoid too much duplication or repetition of discussions elsewhere in this volume. Although I use theoretical terms and tropes rarely, I do not dismiss them, and I do not use them lightly. It is also my view that the Hellenistic world is capable of being a generator and creative adapter as well as a 'consumer' of theory, and that activetwo-way-dialogue with the social sciences is to be fostered. To these ends, I shall briefly introduce a few wider points and concepts within which my arguments should be situated.
I would like to put some emphasis on the cognitive spaces in between identity and its articulation. Identities operate on both a macro and a micro level, from an overarching individual or communal 'identity' , to the various social, cultural, ethnic, gender, or sexual 'identities' by which people may define themselves or be defined by others. Cognitively and rhetorically, such identities also function at multiple levels. They may be articulated publicly, or articulated privately. They may be consciously imagined, felt (but below the level at which one can even put it into words to oneself), or they may be something subconscious which comes forth into conscious thought and expression only under particular circumstances. Such circumstances may arise when a person or community are confronted with different ideals and ways of doing things, which provoke them to define and articulate the criteria of group membership. But these kinds of reformulations or reifications of identities are constructed around certain understandings that predate the oppositional situation or context.
One of the conceptual advantages of the 'social imaginary' , in my view, is therefore that it does not have to work at the level of conscious speech or thought. As Taylor notes, 'Humans operated with a social imaginary, well before they ever got into the business of theorizing about themselves' . 4 The ancient Greeks, of course, loved nothing better than to theorise about themselves. But in the Hellenistic world, we must be particularly sensitive to the distinction between our theories about them, and their own.
5 The archaeological evidence from the city of Aï Khanoum, which I have discussed at greater length elsewhere, 6 and revisit below, provides at least one good example of an institution which scholars describe in one way, with reference
